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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This communication is in response to the amendment filed on June 27, 2006. 



Response to Amendment 

2. Claims 1-10 are pending in this office action. 



Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments filed with respect to claims 1-10 have been fully 
considered but they are not deemed to be persuasive. 



4. In response to the applicant's arguments on independent claims 1 and 9, the 
applicant argues that the prior arts do not disclose the features "a plurality of records 
retrieved from a database on a server (a second computer system) are sent by and 
manipulated by a client (a first computer system), and a log including the data 
manipulations and the manipulated data is sent to the server so that the server reflects 
the manipulations to the database, in order to minimize communication between the 
client and server". The examiner responds that the prior arts in fact teach the features. 



5. In Column 5 lines 7-1 1 , Toub discloses communications between a client and a 
server and communicating interactive data-bound controls which contain plurality of 
records. In Column 6 lines 64-67 Cohen discloses a log file which stores any updates 
due to data manipulation. It would have been obvious from the combination of Toub and 
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Cohen for a log file to be generated while data received from the server side was being 
manipulated at the client side as admitted by the applicant (Response: Page 20, lines 3- 
4) and the log file to be communicated from the client side to the server side once the 
manipulated data information is sent back to the server side database to minimize 
communication between client and server.. 

6. In response to applicant's argument regarding DHTML being a execution type 
program, not a compiled code. The examiner responds that the claim language does 
not discuss anything about what language(s) can be used for the method or program. 

7. In response to the applicant's arguments on independent claims 1 , 9 and 
dependent claim 4, the applicant argues that "Toub does not send data manipulations 
about a plurality of records on the client at one time" and that "Toub does not suggest 
updating a plurality of records at one time". The examiner responds that the Toub 
reference does in fact teach the features. 

8. The examiner notes that the feature of manipulating a plurality of records 'at one 
time' or updating a plurality of records 'at one time' is not part of the applicant's claim 
language. In Column 5 lines 57-67, Column 6 lines 1-9, and Figures 3-10 of Toub, it is 
stated that plurality of controls are sent from the server to the client at one time, and it is 
inherent that manipulating one control can manipulate multiple records at one time. And 
in column 5 lines 51-56 of Toub it is disclosed once data has been modified, such 



Application/Control Number: 10/646,305 
Art Unit: 2164 

modification is communicated to the server. 
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9. In response to the applicants arguments on independent claims 1 and 9, the 
applicant argues that "although the Cohen reference discloses a log file in which 
changes to a database are stored, it is not predicted on a remote access to the 
database. Therefore, Cohen does not discloses communications between a client and a 
server". The applicant further argues that "Cohen does not store an update log when it 
is unnecessary to increase access efficiency. The log file of Cohen stores a history of 
actual updates to the database. This is different from the logs of claims 1 and 9, which 
store manipulations to the database objects on the client that are not manipulations to 
the actual database on the server. Therefore, if the log file of Cohen were applied to the 
method of Toub, a history of the interactive manipulations of Toub might be stored in the 
log file. However, it would not have been obvious from the combination that the 
manipulations to the database objects on the client could be stored in a log, and that the 
server could update the database on the basis of the log and the manipulated database 
object". The examiner argues that the prior arts in fact teach the features. 

10. In response to applicant's argument, to combine the references, the examiner 
recognizes that obviousness can only be established by combining or modifying the 
teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention where there is some 
teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the references themselves 
or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 
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837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988) and In re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 
USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). 

"Test of obviousness is not whether features of secondary reference may be 
bodily incorporated into primary reference's structure, nor whether claimed invention is 
expressly suggested in any one or all of references; rather, test is what combined 
teachings of references would have suggested to those of ordinary skill in art ." 

In re Keller, Terry, and Davies, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981). 

"Reason, suggestion, or motivation to combine two or more prior art references in 
single invention may come from references themselves, from knowledge of those skilled 
in art that certain references or disclosures in references are known to be of interest in 
particular field, or from nature of problem to be solved;" Pro-Mold and Tool Co. v. Great 
Lakes Plastics Inc. U.S. Court of Appeals Federal Circuit 37 USPQ2d 1626 Decided 
February 7, 1 996 Nos. 95-1 171,-1181 

"[q]uestion is whether there is something in prior art as whole to suggest 
desirability, and thus obviousness, of making combination." Lindemann Maschinenfabrik 
GMBH v. American Hoist and Derrick Company et al. U.S. Court of Appeals Federal 
Circuit 221 USPQ 481 Decided Mar. 21, 1984 No 83-1178. 

11. In Column 5 lines 7-1 1 , Toub discloses communications between a client and a 
server, and in Column 6 lines 64-67 Cohen discloses a log file which stores any updates 
due to data manipulation. It would have been obvious from the combination of Toub and 
Cohen for a log file to be generated while data received from the server side was being 
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manipulated at the client side as admitted by the applicant (Response: Page 20, lines 3- 
4) and the log file to be communicated from the client side to the server side once the 
manipulated data information is sent back to the server side database. The suggestion 
or motivation would be to store operations/manipulations so that the 
operations/manipulations can be re-performed or undone to restore the contents to its 
pre-failure state after a failure (Cohen: Column 2, lines 23-38). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

12. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

13. Claims 1-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Toub (US Patent 6,674,450) in view of Cohen (US Patent 5,903,898). 

14. With respect to claim 1, Toub discloses a method for persisting data 
manipulations in a transaction processing system that consists of a first computer 
system issuing a data manipulation request to a database having a plurality of records 
and a second computer system accessing said database according to said data 
manipulation request (Toub: Column 5, lines 7-11; Column 4, lines 9-29; Figure 2), said 
method comprising: 

a step where said first computer system designates a search condition, 
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requesting said second computer system to retrieve records that satisfy said search 
condition from said database; a step where said second computer system retrieves all 
records that satisfy said search condition designated by said first computer system from 
said database, sending the contents thereof back to said first computer system (Toub: 
Column 5, lines 7-11); 

a step where said first computer system executes preset data manipulations on a 
memory to said database object, which corresponds to contents of records retrieved by 
said second computer system (Toub: Column 5, lines 30-35). 

However, Toub does not disclose expressly recording the contents of said data 
manipulations into said memory as a log by a record; 

The Cohen reference, however, discloses storing information changes made to 
the database by data manipulation as a log file (Cohen: Column 5, lines 26-30; Column 
6, lines 64-67; Column 7, lines 1-2). 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art, to have added storing data manipulation records as a log file to the 
method of data manipulation in a transaction processing system. 

The suggestion or motivation of doing so would be to store database operations 
so that the operations can be re-performed to restore the database to its pre-failure 
state after a failure (Cohen: Column 2, lines 23-28). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Toub with Cohen for the 
benefit of a method of data manipulation with log records in a transaction processing 
system. 
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For the remainder of claim 1 , Toub in view of Cohen discloses the following: 
a step where said first computer system stores the contents of said database 
object and said log after the data manipulations into a message, sending the message 
to the second computer system when all of said preset data manipulations to the 
database object are completed (Toub: Column 5, lines 51-56; Column 11, lines 4-30); 
and 

a step where said second computer system accesses said database according to 
the contents of said log in said message received from said first computer system and 
the second computer system reflects said database object to said database (Toub: 
Column 11, lines 4-30). 

1 5. The following claims have the same suggestion or motivation as stated above in 
the rejection for claim 1 . 

16. With respect to claim 2, Toub in view of Cohen discloses the data manipulation 
persisting method in a transaction processing system according to claim 1, wherein said 
first computer system only stores the database object whose contents are updated by 
said data manipulations and the database object that is added by said data 
manipulation in said massage to send it to the second computer system (Cohen: 
Column 2, lines 47-57; Toub: Column 5, lines 51-56). 



17. With respect to claim 3, Toub in view of Cohen discloses the data manipulation 
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persisting method in a transaction processing system according to claim 1, wherein said 
first computer system stores contents of a database object after the final data 
manipulation in said message to send it to said second computer system when a 
plurality of data manipulations were executed for said database object (Cohen: Column 
2, lines 47-57; Toub: Column 5, lines 51-56). 

18. With respect to claim 4, Toub in view of Cohen discloses the data manipulation 
persisting method in a transaction processing system according to claim 3, wherein said 
first computer system stores contents of only one log, which is needed to reflect said 
database object stored in said massage to said database, in said message when a 
plurality of data manipulations were executed for said database object (Cohen: Column 
2, lines 61-63). 

19. With respect to claim 5, Toub in view of Cohen discloses the data manipulation 
persisting method in a transaction processing system according to claim 4, wherein said 
first computer system stores one update log and contents after the final update in said 
massage with respect to a predetermined database object when update was repeated 
to said database object (Cohen: Column 2, lines 47-52). 

20. With respect to claim 6, Toub in view of Cohen discloses the data manipulation 
persisting method in a transaction processing system according to claim 4, wherein said 
first computer system stores one insertion log and contents after the update in a 



Application/Control Number: 10/646,305 Page 10 

Art Unit: 2164 

message with respect to a predetermined database object when update was executed 
after insertion for said database object (Cohen: Column 2, lines 47-52). 

21 . With respect to claim 7, Toub in view of Cohen discloses the data manipulation 
persisting method in a transaction processing system according to claim 4, wherein said 
first computer system stores one deletion log in said massage and does not store 

contents with respect to a predetermined database object when deletion was executed 

* 

after update for said database object (Cohen: Column 2, lines 35-63; Cohen: Column 3, 

i 

lines 32-35). 

22. With respect to claim 8, Toub in view of Cohen discloses the data manipulation 
persisting method in a transaction processing system according to claim 4, wherein said 
first computer system does not store a log and contents with respect to a predetermined 
database object when deletion was executed after insertion for said database object 
(Cohen: Column 3, lines 32-35; Column 2, lines 35-46). 

23. With respect to claim 9, Toub in view of Cohen discloses a data manipulating 
program for a remote database comprising: 

a first step where a client computer, which communicates with a server computer 
accessing a database to execute transaction for said database, designates a search 
condition, requesting said server computer to retrieve records that satisfy said search 
condition from said database (Toub: Column 5, lines 7-11); 
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a second step where said client computer executes preset data manipulations on 
a memory to an database object, which corresponds to contents of the records retrieved 
by said server computer, recording the contents of the data manipulations into said 
memory as a log by a record (Toub: Column 5, lines 30-35; Cohen: Column 5, lines 26- 
30; Column 6, lines 64-67; Column 7, lines 1-2); and 

a third step where said client computer stores the contents of said database 
object and said log after said data manipulations into a message, sending said message 
to said server computer, thereby requesting to reflect said database object to said 
database when all of said preset data manipulations to said database object are 
completed (Toub: Column 5, lines 51-56; Column 11, lines 4-30). 

24. With respect to claim 10, Toub in view of Cohen discloses the data manipulating 
program for a remote database according to claim 9, wherein modules that make said 
client computer execute said first and second steps are programmed to vary from one 
business content to another, and wherein a module that makes said client computer 
execute said third step is programmed to be common to all business contents (Toub: 
Column 4, lines 63-67; Column 5, lines 1-56). 

Conclusion 

25. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
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MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

26. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. The Carlson reference (US Publication 2005/0278316) teaches 
about data manipulation between first and second computer connected with a database. 
The Cameron reference (US Publication 2002/0174136) teaches about transaction log 
files. 

Contact Information 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Rezwanul Mahmood whose telephone number is 
(571)272-5625. The examiner can normally be reached on m-f. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Charles Rones can be reached on (571)272-4085. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
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Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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